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Since the purpose of the seminar bcss^iorfs is to provide 
a fovum for the exchange of experiences-, observations, and 
opinions, those of us on the Project staff were caught between 
our obligation to the seminar sess ion and our desire to j '■ 
communiGate some. of the bHcKground information we have' collected 
over'the last two'years. .While this paper may be a rather 
prosaic method; of resolving our conflict, it seemed bur most 
reasonable alternative. The individual sections within the 
paper are intended to be self-explanatory. The table of 
contents may be used to identify sections- which may be read 
without reference to other background in^formation. We would, 
of course, appreciate your comments and suggestions a«; we, 
attempt to define th'e framework' within which we are working. 
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a review of liter/\:fur£ related to , 
secondary-post-secondary articulation: 
/ coop£rative' progi^ams and practices linkin.6 . 
. • Secondary and post-secondary curriculum*\^ 



"Articulation" ■ • _ ' • ' ' * , 

The te^-m art'fculation is' us'ed in a variety ways, and)^ i*ts use in -thrs^ 
report should be c1arif44d.- Irt its most general sense, articulation is 'often 
used" to mean "the smooth transition of students from one ed^icationa.! level to. 

another" .(Kintzer, 1970 w Will fngham, 1972). Implicit in this concept is the 
need- to systematize^thip activities. influencing al l aspects of. student progress 
and movement., -^till others have usec{. the term to signify "the coordination of-' 
educationak programs" (Blocker, 1966K "the process and procedures by which 

^coordiria,tion is achieved" (Kintzer, 1970, 1971), 'and "the coordination, of a . 
var-rety of educati^^nal practices and services" (KnoeH and Medsker, 1965). In-; 

' this report, articullation is used- bo ^^^^J^^ "planned programs' and practices 
whlch-link secondary aric^ post-secondary curricula- and involve a high degree of 

systematic ccfcperatlon between- th*§ \v?6 -levels."" 

• / , ft 



' Background ' , 

In the past, there has been I'ittle incentive for .^chqpls and colleges to 

' ' ^ , , * * * 

work together. High schools and .cpl leges have'-developed^ as separate,- self- 

• . ■ -'^ ^ ' ■ . , ' >^ " ■ ■ ' 

contained components of the. Targer .educatiorjal. syfS^ (Pincus, 1974). 'Even . 

community colleges which were originally, in many.cases, connected'^p secondary 

. \ 1 ■ ' ' ' ' , ■•' I 

schools have so'light'to separate themselves" from such ties in 'thqir c^uest for 

recognition ''(-Gleazer, 1973). , " . . 



* Note:- -This review i"s a pre-publication draft." Please do not reproduce or 

f quote without permission of the' fiuthor. "FPW ' 
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* .Particularly from the post-World War Two period until the'niid-l9|0^s>, ^7 ^ 

'"there was a* significant lack of linkage between the two leve^ls^ The conipetitipn . 

'by high "schools to pldce their stuJents in a limited number of^ college openings 

served to strengthen the high school curriculum. As one outcome, many entering 

college students- found themselves duplicating acadeinic work already*' taught in 

^ high school, T.hey.ajso discovered that much cff the teachitfg at the 'college^ . 

ISvel was handled by graduate students who often conipared ba.dly w.ith their hfgh 
% ' * . ' ^ * 

.school teachers-.; During this period of anxiety and activity by the high -schools 
and th? students, the colleges v/erfe fre£]uen.tly complacent and aloo'f (Carnegie, 
1973-,5Spunr;,^197^). , - ^' 

Declining college enrollments,, increased cost, and the proliferation of . a 
variety of new post-secondary options are among the forces that are helping to 
produg^ new climates of cooperation betwfeen secondary and. post-secondary- insti- 
tutions (Carnegi;e Commission, 19J2; Comnjission on »,.n-Tradi tional Studies, 
GouTd, Chairman,' 1973). Community college officials suggest that the most 
significant linkages in the next ten years fpr theitJ^ institutions will be the 
secondary, vocattofia'K and community schdcls from which they draw their 'students 
( 61 ea'^er,. 197*3 ). ^ In , addition,, (Colleges are beginning^ to re-think seriously 

^ * many aspects of their curriculum practices in light of the* changing* student 

* population. 

Rationale & Impetus for Articulation * , . 

The investigation and planning of new kinds of opportunities for students 
• ' * • »* 

to make ^sensible-, effective, and timely transitions from secondary to post- 
secondar^y. education have been important issues for educational planners in recent 
years- (Carnegie Commi^ion, 1973.;% Honey, 1973; Rainsford, 1972). Among the 
^ factors noted by Magi IT (1973) that contrjbute to this concern are that students 

. are more physiologically, intellectually,- and academically advanced than were 



students a generation ago and that entering college freshmen are particularly ' 
well advanced {n, the field of general , education. In addition, 'ijiany educators 
now acknowledge that much learning takes place outside the classroom whi'ch can 
be evaluated for -aa^emic credit (Angell and Bailey, 1974). jC^ 
. v\ .A great deal of evidence suggests that considerable curriculum-duplication 
exiSjts, particularly between the last two years of high school and the first two 
years of college. ,Osborn (1928), showed that 17-23;^ 'of high school physics, 
Ejiglish, and history repeated in college. Russell (1940) found that, on the 
average, a B.A. major'in English will have studied Shakespeare's Julius Caesar 
foJ.r t;mes during his total school program. More recently, Blanchard (1971) • 
conducted an extensive survey of college and high school curriculum practices" . 
and .found that nearly one-third of the subject-matter content during the first' 

♦ 

two years of college is merelyja repetition of what has already been taught in 

' ' ' ' , ■ 
h.igh school. That is, one-third of the content of the four areas of college 

curriculum (English, science, social studies, and math) may be nothing more 

than "high school courses rearranged into a college cours"e and then offered 

' tjnder a new name, but unmistakably continuing as high school substance" 

(Blanchard, 1971, p. 17). Although Blanchard and maiiy others recognize that 

jisome repetition of subject matter may be desirable, such dupl ication 'should have 

a specific purpose. Until better communications channels develop such "that high 

'. . * * » 

' s.choo1s and colleges can develop some consensus on curriculum planning, such 
'"ill-conceived duplication is likely to continue 

New instructional roles may be emerging for secondary schools. Although 
'certainly an unsettled issue, more educators are beginning to feel that high 
schools can start to assume more of the responsibility for general education 
-courses that currently make up a major portion of a student's first two years 



of college. Crowley .'(1960) cites .lack of interest among a 'substantia-l, porlion_^* 

of college faculty rn this area of teaching, '^tVie dominant stati/s .of the^ research 

* " • • If 

function/and the frequent empha^sis on special rather than general education ak 
reasons favdrfng such a shift. De Vane (196.4) reported that in'oving more, of the^* 
responsibility of developing bas4^ cqinpetencies in English composition apKl * ^ ^ 
foreign languages to the high schools woiild* probably benefit higher. educ§.tion. 

Other forces' promoting bfetter articulation 'are thos^e which focus "on the 
economic aspects of inadequate coordination between school, and, col leQe* Nel^Son 

. * ' • • • V > / 

(r97(^), at a. recent meeting' of the Upper M^iclwest Association fo|j^ Gbllege^-' 

. Re^istr^ar's and Admissions Officers, notes that legislators a/ j becoming: increas- 

ingly concerned about the rising costs of education and art not happy about any^.^ 
^ . » '* , , * •* >^ ' « ' ' ' 

waste or slippage. With new forms of higher education gaining recog^iition 

(e.g., JJniveVsity Without WallSs private occupational Snd bus^iness schools, 

home study, the* external degree), ^colleges," if they are to survive, must find 

ways of better, serving 'the large number of students who are selectin^^ these ' ^ 

options more and^mbre (Nelson, 1972; "Inside Education", June, 1974). Using 

1965-66 figures, til^inchard (1971') calculates that, because' of the extent of " 

overlapping subject material, nearly 3 million freshmen and sophomores enrolled 

in public and private institutions of higher education are paying tuit^ion and 

required fees of over $420 million dollars for course Content which their parents 

have already reimbursed the' state for .during their cbijd* s 'secondary education. . 

Many high schoo]> have aljowed, indeed actively encouraged, .academical ly 

«- • 

• . t » 

capable students to tate heavy course schedules throughout theiV^ first threu ^ 
years. As a result,, high school students often comple*-e requirements for 
graduation as junjors or find themselves with only one or two required subjects' 
in their senior year. - ' • ^ • - ^ , ' 



J 



Even given :he «seeming1y^ exciting prospect .of early graduatvdn or light 



^Fnier year course loads",^ a number of problems have emerged. Bowen (1973) notes^^ 
that 'the "30-year-old practice of early'graduation "from high school and early; 
admission to college may be desirable for sqme students-bpt doesn't wdrk for 
alV'^'who qua;ify^nd may have a bad. effect on secondary schools.. ReTWtedly, 
oaren-ts "of ten want their chil-Q^en to remain in school in the local community for 
•thfe'fuli "fouriears and wanr the' schools to "beef-up^' the sen.ior .year. Teachefs 
complain, that- it ts 'difficult to motivate juniors and seniors after they have, 
been accepted to college. Administrators are not happy about losing ;iiany of their 
better studehts, a loSs which' directly affects state, and federal aid- and. whibh/ 
may reduce teaching positions. Students often Joo'k forward to- thej extracurricular 
.activities "of the' s-enior>ear which are lost with the early graduation option. 
■It is becoming- increasingly evident -that. high schools and. col leges can no longer 
-stand worlds -apart .in e'ducptioilal .planning and that tffe ineffective coordination 
a'nd transit.ion between .seccmdary and post-Secbndary education will have to be 
dealt with imaginatively. ^ > ^ • 



\ 



>lbdels of Arti culation ' - ' * ' * 

: : — ' * ■ - • . • 

- -. As noted earlier, articulation as used. in this paper refers to "cooperative- 
programs and practices linking gecpndary and post-secondary curri^^ulum." Othe^ 
categories of schoof-coltege, articulation, such as sharing of facilities and 
services, joint advisory programs, student counseling, and tutorial arv<angements 
also represent important joint ventures. {-Budec, 1974; Carnegie Commission, 1973-, 
.. 6'leazerU973j. Becajiseiof the recent .forces previously discussed, direct aid, • 
' and guidance from coimiissidns, "foundations, (Carnegie, 1972; Carnegie, .1973; 
Fleischman-", 1972) and- /tate education departments (e.g.. Oregon,- New."Yorkj 
Florida), high schools and collages have begun to experiment more boldly with 




/ 



Tfije cooperative-desi-gn^and delivery of many "kinds of education/il activities, and ^ » 

services. , - • . ^ . - 

^ A recent survey of articulation programs (Vlilbur, ISir }) has revealed 

' • ■» • . * 

imaginative new appropiches as well as more effective and extensive use of optians^ 
that have been ava:ilab]e for some 'time/' This investigation and a reviev. ^/t\\^ • ' 
literature suggest that these- programs -can be organizofi within the conceptual 
scheme indicated in Figure 1. " 
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Figure 1:> Four General Models of School "Co(j-ege Artic( 

, , ^ ' ' ' • / ' , ^ ' ' • f 

Programs ih all four cells generally. hav& at J east two characterH^stics in common: 

Recognition that 'some^'high'^school students are capable of achieving • , 
in college courses. ^ ^ 
2. Certain high- school s'tudents "pan and should b§ allpwed'to earn college 
credit pr eli.gibility for. advanced placement by participating in? 
cooperative school-college programiog.' . 
Cell A of the matrix incljides' programs whose design involves regular'col lege; 
catalog courses being taught by coljege faculty to npn-m^triculating high school 
students-. Perhaps" the most common type .of cooper.ayve program, this desigm 
creates opportunitiesVor high school students to take col lege 'courses, either 

( : .A-6 
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A' ' ' • , • - r 

in fheir hiph schoo.1 or at a nearby campus, for college credjit whvle st-irll . • * 

I • . « '''1" 

^enrolled in high school' Often referred to as "split-day" arrangement'^ 

(Brener, 1968), th.is cooperative programing .allov.s academicaVly aW^ students 

to- interact with college professors, experierjce college level' course requirements 

•and' earn credit applicable toward b'oth^igh^ school graduation and baccalaureate 

— " — — \ ' ^ 

degrees "(See Appendix A for. case examples of articulation practices that fall , 

within all four areas of the classification systefn). . 

^ *. • *■ 

r The second -category of program design includes programs that would.be 

classtfied under Cpll ''College faculty, often in conjunction with high school > 

o ; ^ ^ . ' ' ' i * ' ' ^ 

rep^^esentatives, design jspecial programs of study for^advanced high school 
studer^ts. ^acultTjFrom the college, as indicated on the matrix, are^Vesponsible 

for classroom instruction. Among' suoh programs are special 'colleges ^which give^ 

^ • ■ • ' t ' 

high school students - the option of completing recjuirements for graduation and, 

at ^he.same time, completigg man^ of their intitial college courses. Other 

fJrqgrams 'are. designed'tjp operate at the high school as part of a student^s 

elective program. " • 

" ' V ^ . ^ . ^ • . . . ^ j 

• \' programs falling in Cells C and 0 are particularly inteiesting because . : 

of one .basic underlaying assunjption: ^t t^e same time colleges are recognizing | 

the ability of high school students to^cpniplete college work successfully, they 

^ : ' • ^« , . - • ^ . * . ,1 

ere cilso recognizing the capability of the high school teacher to present college 

. level iGLarn-ing experiences (Lindsay', 1965,^ The basic prem,ise seems^ to be 
.important in accounting' fxir many of the differences in program design- Bremer ; 

*(1963) write^that articulation programs that are not '*-h'igh school -focused" 
deny that the Kigh school has 'the* ability to>reseht a^llege level course. - 
The result, he observes;^ is that thfe college rather than the high^ sc|iool , becomes 
the^ focal point of acceleration and ^ssomes instruction-evaluatiqn role. 




Secondary scKools,' therefore, serve merely to identify students viho they feel 
are capable of parti cipa^tioji. * / * • ^ . . 

T/pe C programs are, by far, the least common of the four categories of 
articulation practices. Several colleges, including Syracuse University, have 

program's operating* which give high school students an opportunity to earn 'college 

^/ - / ^ ' ^ « " • 

.credit for courses taught by their high school teachers. Specially selected high 

school faculty are trained' by college facu^Uy to offer the program. * Usually, ^ 

courses carry credit which is applicabl^e toward, high school graduation require- 

ments and^is transferable to postfsepondary^ institutions for credit or; advanced 

placement toward' degree requj>ements. Since existing high sc-hool. faculty and 

facvtities are used for prd§ram^ falling Into this u'ea, tuition can be kept 

remarkably low (e.g., 25% or less of on-campus.cost). - ^ 

A number of other- projgrams are included in the fourth area. Cell D^. Once 

again, high school faculty are responsible for teaching college lev(il^ courses. 

•Standardized testing programs (e.g., College Level Examination Program, Advanced 

'^Placement) often involve sp'ecially designed courses of study that- result in 

' 1 * * ' / * ^ " 

norm-referenced scores or ratings which increasing numbers of post-secondary 

institutions are granting course exemption, bpth with and without^ college 

^ ' \ . ^ 

credit (College '.Entrance Examination Bdard, 1974 A). Other cooperative exper- 

imei^t'S in^'olve high school and^cgllege faculty designing courses th^t are also/ 

taught by the h'igh school faculty and carry college credit. \ 

Although slov/ly. increasing in number and variety, such programs anc|^ 

opportunities, are still inadequate and are largely l:he result of local initiative 

rather than systematic. educational planrH^jg- at the state or national level (See 

Appendix A^ Casg examples of current articulation prqgrams; Appendix B: 

Prel iminary^ compendium of post-secondary institutions sponsoring articulation 



jprogVams). '^Several exception^, however, deserve attention. A .Ne.v/ York .^tate 

study conimission. has reconmiericfed/ a major reoncianization of -secondary education 
''that Would give students. at leapt thr^e .options for grades 11 ^jid^^Z^ continued 
*l)igh school, earl-y college entrai^Ce, or ^vooatiorial tra-ining (Fleishman, 

Ewald^B. Nyqjjist, President of the University of the State of New York and- 
'•Commissioner of Education, lias invited the higher .education community of New 

York to exDeriment more' boldly with the delivery. of ed.ucational-. services. 
, Nyquist<-1ead3 a current study ^^sponsprgd. by the National Academy of Education, 

which is investigating existing and .proposed articulation programs in the state 
.in Qrder to^develpp a compefidium 6f practices and policy recommendations for 

the-state.^ Regional conferences of educators and publications are planned to 

^disseminate the information. T^ik State of Oregon has developed specific ' 

. , . ^ • ^ ^ ^ . 

'quMelines v/hich secondary aW- post-secondary institutions can use to facilitate 
* . ► * p 

the traifsfer among ilist^itUctiws of cre'dit earned/iin cooperative high school- 
. college programs (Oregon Higl] School-College Relation Council, 1973). Florida 

• at)d Ca^lifornia have also taken steps to make systematic articulation an 
important issue and educational priority. • j 

Important Issues, and Problems . ^ t ^ ' y '* ^ ' 

Inherent in most of the cooperative efforts previously described is the 
recognition tfiat high schools and colleges must begin to work more_ closely . 

• together to elim'inate needless curriculum duplication between the two levels ' 
and provide in othei- ways fpr. a more effective continuum. "Articulation", as , 

• Kint^er- {l970,\p. 2) points out, "can also be described as an attitude--the 
reactions. of personnel responsible fpr student_progress through an educational 

^system and .from one* systern to .another." Cooperation and commitment will be need 
to resolve a number of deep-sea^ted problems and.barriers to effective 
articulation. ^ ' * * . 



1. - Economic. Many problems interfering v/ith su'ccessful articulation 

practices are economically based arid affect both institutions sponsoring the 

programs and those receiving the students. Certain designs, for example, require 
• * * » " 

, college faculty to teach courses in the high school. Concerns by high school 

teachers related to job security^ often occur. Magill (1973) warns that 

ar-ticulafrion programs that result in shortening thg. time required for a colleg'e^ 

degree ^^Tone^r tno^^ could have potential fiscal perils ^ particularly 

in the private sector.. As credTtr^ncLt'jfne^requ.irements are reduced, colleges 

may*have difficulty compensating for' the subsequent reBuctmi in enrollment. 

Still another consideration is. that courses Vost likely to be>ecIu'cedU;hrough 

^ticulation practices (i.e^, large enrollme'nt, general education programs) 

cost the institution less money than do upper division and graduate courses 

' ' *• * 

(Dresser and Chapman, 1972; N.Y. State Education Department, 1972'). Furniss 
and Martin (1973) point ou£ that the problem is not so much^ the transfer of 
students or credit but rather practicing sound fiscal policy. If the 
'^acceptance of transfer credit helps an institution in some way to "balance 
the books", then , students v^ith such experiences v/ill be sought. If not, |ihey 
v/ill be avoided. 

2. Institutional and Faculty Autonomy . Nelson (1972) identifies other 
restraining forces interfering with improvement of articulation.'' "For openers, 
we might consider institutional integrity--you know, that feeling that youM^j 
be damned if you're going ta have another institMtion dictating who you'll 
admit and on what terms , p. 10." He cites that a . similar. reason often expressed 
by faculty memt)ers is that they vievi some of the j-hrusts of articulation as 
encroactiments on their academic perogative to decide what to teach and how to 
teach it. Students who complete several general educatidn courses, for example. 



prior to colleg&.aclmi'ssion and expect coursg exemptions with credit, may serve 
to pre-empt faculty decisions on degree requirements. and student standing at 
their institution. Oregon, Florida, and .other states have recently found it ^ 
necessary to issue legislative guidelines to publ ic 'institutions related. to. 
credit transfer and other aspects of articulation within the states. 

* < r^' . 

3. Credit Transfer. High-school sttrdents participating in articulation \ 

programs present colleges w>th a relatively new. problem: what to do with -student? 

who earned 'col Vege credit prioV to. high school graduation. Lloyji Elliott (1973), 

President' of .George Washington> University feels that transfer of credif must be 

made much easier. for studgntsi than has been the case cimong traditional^ institur 

tions of higher Iparning^. . Colleges, he adds, "'...must take into full account 

' ■» ' ' ■ • ■ ■ 

the needs, 'interes-ts,^ and circumstances of the students and put those matters 

above^the^onv^njence of. the institution (p. 7)." ^ 

.Currently, a .greaT^eal^of. y at^ exists among institutions as to their 

policies regardi^ig transfer. What may be treated as acceptable for course 

exemption and credit toward graduation at one institution may be flatly rejected 

f.or consideration at another institution.- Many studies have shown the large 

numbers of va.riab\es involved and practices. that currently occ.ur (Gleazer, 1973; 

CrVager, 1973;. Srjieder, in progress). Among those barriers to transfer mentioned 

in a recent article by Furniss and Mart'in (1973) which may directly affect the 

recognition of credit earned in .articulation programs are lack of standardization 

oT grading systems, lack of agreement on core'curricula, lack of coordination 

» 

between admissions office and departmental requirements, and lack of agreement 
on credits from accredited and non-accredited institutions. Factors such as' the 
student's choice of major, his persistence in finding ways through and around 

« . * 

A-Il ■ - ' 




the iristitutional system, and the college's current recruitment needs pan all ' 
affect' credit transfer. The. frequent lack of simplicity, flexibiMty and con- 
sistency of transfer policies and practices makes it extremely difficult for those 
•planning, operating, and participating in articulation programs. 

Obviously, guidance'and cooperation /rem state and federal offices, 
accreditation and testing agencies, professional associations, as well as top 
level commitment vn'thin and among institutions will be needed tq begin to solve 
these , and .other , problems interfering with the establ ishment of better articul- 
ation practicjBS. For the present, the spotlight will continue to fall on 
pro grams result ing from local initiatives betv/een secondary and post-secondary 



' institutrfons. 



0 
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Appendix A:^ 'Case Exampfes of Current Articulation Programs 



Type ^A \ ' • * . ■ 

'The State University of New York at Fredonia has .developed a cooperative ar- 
I ^ \ • • ' 

rangement with 14 local school districts whereby qualified high school seniors 

.can enroll in regular freshman courses at the Fredonia campus while they continue 

to' take courses at their high schools. If they can successfully split their days^ 

betiveen the two locations, students have the opportunity to earn 9 or more col- ^ 

lege credits while completing the requirements for high school graduation* Fre- 

dorila also, recognizes some work completed *ia high school foY college credit and, 

therefore, has some of the characteristics ^f^a Type C program, 
, . « • 

' Another example with this category would be, the cooperative program between 

Chaminade High School ahd C,W. Post College, a branch of Long Island University* 

High school students who meet Post's admissions criteria can earn both a high 

stfiooT diploma and 30 freshman credits during their senioS^'year' at high school. 

Courses are taught at Chaminade, a private high'school, *by faculty of C.W. Post. 

Student? take a full loacl of regular Post freshman courses, not a mix' of college 

^^nd high school courses • By remaining in the high school seating, students can 

/continue to participate in extracurricular activities^ retain social contacts, 

land receive guidance counseling and placement services. * . 

Type B * ' 

A grant from the Carnegie Corporation assisted the State University of New 
York at Albany in opening the James E. 'Allen Collegiate Center on the Albany cam- 
pus. The Allen Center accepts, qual ified high school students, at the end of their 
junior year into a full-time college schedule. Designed to absor^ 12th-grade 
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coui^se work by eliminating overlap, students study philosophy., history, ^ncl the 
visual and written .ar.ts in an integrated, interdisciplinary •^eurritulunK/ faculty 



from the University' design ^ind jointly teach the course offerings* With agreement, 

from each student's high school, studejjts complete any remaining requirements for 

high school graduation while finishing a ful 1 , freshman ^course load. Tuition, 

* * • * ^ .- • / ' * 

fees, and living expenses are .the same for *the Allen.^Center students as for other 

state University of New York at Ajbany degree candidates* . • . • 

» , * « ^ . 

A project slated to begin in September J974 is La6uardia*Community tollege's 

^{Queens, New York) "f^i^dje College^High School.," Designed as an alternative to 

high'school, the progi^am wil l initially errO.ll 125* tenth- graders who have academic 

potential but are not cichieving. LaGuardia facul ty/mgmber^ will provide the stu- 

dents wit-h increased rem^ial ^attejitibn, counseling, and indiv idealized curricu- 

\ \ \ 

Hum alternatives. .After five years in *the. program, participants will be eligible 

for associate degrees, career skills, and'optjons to'transfer to a four-tyear 

* : ' • f . ^ a. 

college. ' - * ^ 

Tyfefe £ « - ^ . ' ^\ , 

'(Refer to the descriptions of the design' aj)d opera tioir of Syracuse Univer- 
sity's f^roject Advance in other sections of" this report.) 

The State University of Hew York at PUttsburg^ Hudson Valley Community 

Collefge and 3haker High^School in the North Colonie" School District have cooper- 

atively dejigtied a program to give qual iTied^hi^h school seniors the opportunity 
"'1. ^ ' , > . •* 

to earn up to 24 credi t'^hours-of coMege v/ork. faculty members from the three ^ 
institutions have designed the curriculum and evaluation methodology* Special 
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^seminars prepare Shaker High faculty v;ho teath the courses at the high school. 
Tuition'is free and credit transfer .is limited to the two participating colleges. 

'The Advanced Placement Program, sponsored by the College Entrance Examination 
Board, enables high schools to 'Off er specially designed'coLlege-level curriculum 
in a number of' subject areas. . Colleges^ participating in the program grant stu- -v 
dents credtt toward, their degrees, exemption from required courses, or placement 
in advanced courses depending on their p^ffomi^nce in Ihe^Advanced PUcem^ent Pro- ^ 

/ ^ i ^ ' , ' 

gram to^be direct replacements ^r speci|ic college courses. The acceleration of 
the student's progress towards his educational and career* obje.ctives is an 'impor- • 
tant goal of the program. Content. and evaluative, instruments for each A^P. 
course are planned by a group of content specialists repres'enting both secondary 
and post-secondary institutions. High scftB^Vteachers are responsible for teac.h- > 
ing. a recommended course of ^study in the high school. Dual credit (hi*gh school 
and college) is. often awarded to program participants. Only the.top 5-10% of 
the student body (in terms of academic achievement) usually enroll and take ^the y 
examination. Cost of the examinations is approximately $30 each. 
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Appendix B: Preliminary Compendium of post-secondary institutions sponsorins 

articulation programs. 



institution 



State 



Appalxichiah State University 

' ^ ^BelTarmine College 

'-^ Chapman College 

* * . • . .. 

C.W.^Post ^ ^ 

s Dickinson College ^ ,^ 

^ East Texas State University 

Empire State CoT:lege 

Florida Technical University 
I ^ .... . ^ . 

FalUrton Junior iCol lege 

. Hudson Valley Coramunity College 

, ^^Hunt4flgton Co^^lege 

' LaGuardii^- feoimuni ty College 

LaGrange Col-lege 
^ Marist .Col lege ' 

Mercy College 

Messiah College 

^ » - 

Midland tollege- 



A 



Moorhead 'State, Collegia 

Navarrg Junior Callege, 

New Yor>: University \^ 

Northampton County Area Coltimunity 
CoTlege^ 



North Carolina 
Kentucky 
' California ' , 
. New York 
Pennsylvania 
.Texas 
' New York 
Florida 
California • 
\ flew York 
Aliibama - 
^ New York 
Georgia 
New York 
New York 
Pennsylvania-^- 
Texas 

1 

Mija ne'tota 
Texa^ 
New Yot:k 
Pennsylvania 
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Appendix B (cont'd) 



Institution 



State 



Old Dominion College 
Regis College 
Riversi'de City College 
Saginaw Valley College 
Saint John Fisher College 

♦ 

Saint John's University . 
Saint Louis University 
.Schenectady Community College 
Shimer College 

Simon's Rock College - T 

Skidmore Co'llege . 

State College at Brpckport 

State Univei^ity of New York at 
Albany: James E. Allen, Jr, 
Collegiate Center 

^ State University of New York at 
Buffalo 

State University "of New. York at 
Binghamton 

State University of New York at 
Fredonia 

^* 

State tlniversity of ' New York at 
Oswego 

State University of New York at 
Plattsburg 

Syracuse University ^ 

• University of Arizona 

> « * 



Virginia 

Colorado 

New York 
- Michigan 
, New York 
^ Nev^; York 

Missouri 

New York 

Illinois ^ 

Massachusett 

New" York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York * 

; New York 

New York 

New York 
Arizona 
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An Investiyation of Student ^rticulat^ipn Programs: 
A Design for a Study 



* - » » 

No systematic comparative description of articu1ati6n programs within' the . 
different designs has ever bej^n done,. "Seyeral '»;e5Sons can be suggested:^ Indi-'^ 
vidua! programs^ often developed from local initiative to-respond to*a local 
'need (Corcoran, 1-970), may have little press for information on the comparative ^ 
advantages of their design. ' Few programs make any claim that their credit' is . 
transferable beyond the sponsoring institution or a limited number of cooperat- 
ing institutions-. Comparative information, then, becomes a peripheral 'concern^. 
FurthermW, programs , developed from local initiative seldom have the resources 
to support this research.- The lack of'-paralleled information on the various " 
programs poses an additional obstacle to the effort. ^.The type of information 
collected by each.program on its own students Is seldom the -same. Furthermore, 
evfen when the. data collected are on the same topic they are seldom collected jn 
an easily comparable .form." The problem is certainl^-^ot new to higher education; 
it is widely cited as the bane of .comparative res^^arch in a number of areas 
".(P.owell and Lampson, 1972; fllCHE, 1970). Still, it. impedes 'any informed 
discussion of the relative .advantages and disadvantages of each design. • 
""One way to consider the advantages and di^sadvantages of'the different 
des-|gns would be. to compare programs from each'des|gn ^across *a series &f ijnportant 
issues. 'A set of these issues are suggested io Fjgure 1. These items were 
drawn from a review of'- the literature and the experietnce gained by the authors 
fron the operation of Project Advance, ^The seventeep items group into five 
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'.Location o/" Program 

Type and Kind of Institution 
Sponsoring 

Student Population Served 

, GeograpMcal Range Served ' 

Prooram R^tion^b and Philosophy 

' 'Motivation and Source of 'Irrpetus 
for Program Oevalopnent 

Typo of C.ourses Offered 

' ' Course Developsnent 

• « * 

Korm of Credit Granted 

Transferability. of Credit, 
Cldfnr»s and Range * ^ 

Mministrative Structure 
.'pf. Program 

Role of University- Faculty 

Role* of High SchoorPersonnel 

Sources 'o»f Financial * 
Support for Program o 
Startup^and Continuation 

Operational Budget ' 

Cost per Credit Hour 

Financial Benefits/Impact 

• to Institutioos 



General 
' Description 



Program' 
Goals 



Instructional Desi 



Inst»-ucttonal 
Strategy > 



Finance 
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ma.in categories, 'general- description, proghm 'goals, instructional de'^ign, 

instructional strategy,* and finance. In invest igatfng these ijsnes, three sources 

V - ' ' . . •* 

,of data are suggested, a revie\?/ of the literature, a compilation. of internal- ^ 
\' . - ' " • - • . , , ' 

studies and evaluation, reports comble'ted by\selected articulation programs, and 

"thi/rd, in-depth interviews conducted at selected sites frpm^each of 'the four , 

primary designs. ' , ^ ^ • ^ 

Th'is framework for comparing program designs is intuitively simple. Its 

' ^ ' • - J} 

virtue is in the pressing need for this type of information, / With the prol ifer-^^*^^ 

** * ' • 

atio.n of* programs linking, the curricula of high school and\:ollege, t/ie*'need 

for comparative study .has become clear. This study would provide information 

useful to htgh schools faced with a choice of programs from among different 

designs. It would provide guidance to colleges and universities developing 

policy regarding the credit stud^nt^ tra{isfer from such programs. , l£ would 
* ^ ' * . . • 

result 'in information that students can use. in considering the relative merits 
of different options that might be available. Additionally^ .the study would 
provide information to institutions planning to develop thejr own cooperative 
programs. i * ^ 
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• • . • DISSEMINATION 'AND IMPLEMENTATION OF . " , 

PROJECT ADVANCE: FACTORS AFFECTING ADQPTIGN •. 

Robert E. Holloway . " 

It is crUical for every new ideaHhat the efforts of dissemina'tion fall ^ 
on fertile ground. Recognition- "of factors which augment or impede ^th is process 
.are matters of life or death for an innovation, and sqmetimes for the innovator. 

^ division of factors into two groups for analysis may be helpful- Pirs£,* 
those factors which are part' and parcel^ of the ^innovation itself: is it big, * 
small, red; how does it smell;^will it; float; how much does it cost?.^5econjily, 
the characteristics of the potential adopters of tJje innovation: are they oTd ^ 
or young; rich or poor;>ity or rural? The attempt to develop generalizations 
about who*will do what (and when) rests on^the assumption that there is an^ 
underlying paradigm or*model. If similar groups make similar decisions, a 
model would help predict. Unfortunately, marketing agerioids, not educational 
institutions, are clearly the leaders in tte applied art of prediction. 

Project Advance, pei\s'ey is described in detail in- other sections of this 
paper. Project Advance is a different way of awarding university credit. ^^^^ 

Loosely defined,, an innovation" or change is .anything -whffh is di-fferent/* Thus, 

' ' ' * ' > ' ' ' \ * ' . " 

Project Advance may be described -as an innovatiorf and the implementation .of the 

* • ** 

courses in a school must involve change. Certainly there are degrees o.f change, 
such as those identified by Chin (1967).. These range from restructuring or- 
basic ^pcial change to minor variations -and penputatiop^- Th^ most minor , 
change, however, involves, some sort of process of decision making. ,Using- . ^ 
Project Advante to parce out characteristics' 'which affect rate of actoptioo 
has a separate- value. Why, for instance, would a school adopt the psychology 
course but not the course in dru^ - education; .yby would a^school continue to send 
students to, a* nearby college instead of offering cin Advance Placement 6r Project 
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Advance course? Why do some schools seek out and adopt several articulation 
programs whil»^' others reject those that are latd on tKeir doorstep? 

Characteristics of an Innovation ' . " ' • * - 

. Research on innovation and diffusion is a relatively hew areB of inquiry 
tha-t appears to have evolved over the .last tjventy-f-ive^ years from studies^ within 
such divergent fields as medicine, ma^rkeling, agriculture, and education. The 
state of the art' is somewhere between a conglomerate of raw empirical studies * 
and general theories of sociaT change. • : ^ 

Obviously, some clashes of innovatioTiST spread more rapjd%y than others. 

Those which seem to' thrive are often mgn-nature changes:* 'Tool-making^ 

> J, • * ^ - 

agriculture, the sciences generally., are more'rapidly and widely disseminated 
and adopted than abstract cpncepts or social changes. ' ^ ' 

Questions which the potential adopter may ask abour an innovation , are 
direct and to the point. Generally stated, they lire: 

1. What are tTfe advantages over what we are^currehtly tJoing? . 

2. Is this'compatable with other dn-going activities? 

3. ' How complex is the new methqd?. ' ' ' . . ' - '/ 
4., Can we try if out first with'low riskj^,^-^ * . 

5. Is the process itself and/or ,the outcomes observable? 

Rogers (1971) lists these as ^factors which may affect the rate of adoption 
of an innovation: .1) relative advantage, 2) compati-bility, 3) complexity, 
4) trialabilify, and 5)"observabil ity. An innovation, v-'hether it is new-math 
or marijuana, "fsw or seed ccrn, is subjected to these or-similar questions. 
It is informative, thpugh perhaps somewhat discouraging, to, observe that thes? 
factors do not necessarily relate to rational proofs. A proposed innovation 
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"i«ay be rejected by potential adopters for decades, then, suddenlj', .be heralded 
as the v/ay to do things. The truth of an idea appears to have minimal influence , 
on its adoption rate. ' @ ' ' . ■ • • 

' Knowing the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the innovation helps 
predict di-ff iculties in the diffusion of -the innovation. As advocates for a 
new idea, we are* ofjben smitten wYth" the truth and'Leauty of those changes which 
we are' attempting to disseipinate. An analytical view of the. innovation qua the 

; - i' ., ^ _ . _ - 

innovation' may help our perspective. As we becomeftfac<i>e at sij|:h analytical, 
evaluation of innovatipns:, we will be fprpwarne4 of potential trouble tfreas. , 
With this kind of knowledge. we may either modify the innovatioYi or take special 
care .in laying the groundwork "for j.ntroducing' the idea to" potential .adopters. 
As previously mentioned, Project- Advance may serve a? one such example. * 

'i^elative Advantage., the petceived benefits, of adopting an innovation are 

determined by multig^le and interacting facotrs. Too often the., proponent. of ^a , 

• » ' - f 
change will compare new withhold on a linear scale, e.g.. Project Advance is 

better than bussing students to college campuses. SQch statements ignore 

emotional, poj it! caVi and even econoniic trade-offs, amona others. The sad pjea 

for consijderation an\nnovt>ion on a linear basis ib heard all too frequent'ly, 

usually in conjunction' with laminai;ions about "politics." in education. 

Some changes may of fei^' an §,dvantage on a linear scale yet offer . littlfe 

benefit or, worse, b^ a liabil-jjty in other arenas of human endeavor. A 

convincing af^uiD.ent..showing cost-effectiveness if schools are integrated is not 

likely to sway a legislator sensitive to socially reactive social voting blocS 

;in his district. The proponent of a change must attend to these second. order • 

effects. , : „• ' . . ^ . ' ' 

One -approach is to simply state.the pros and' cons so^th^re are no private 
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agendas. The assumption in such a move is that public disclosure is morally 
' . correct, if not always. rewarding. On the pragmatic side, an open agenda sets 
the stage for dealing with second order problems. Innovations that bring 
unexpected wrath on the heads of adopters are often disposed of 'as rapidly 
,and quietly as possible. An open discussion forewarns the adopter and enables 
''him to prepare evidence for any potential dejjacle. Thus, an open agenda hqlps 
* get at second order problems which may impede adoption. The proponent can bring 
out the advantages as -well as the disadvantages that might otherwise be 
overlooked by potential adopter. Further, the adojiter is forwarned of sensitive 
areas and can anticipate or even pre-empt problems. 

• There are two second order problems in Project Advance to which 
administrators appear sensitive. These have to do' with finances and transfer 

> 

credit. : • * 

' The legal and polittcal problems of finance are never far from any ' 

administrator' s mind. J" In most districts, unexpected costs or questionable 
expenditures create trepidation a.bout political (i.e., school. board)^repercussions. 
This is avoided by the disseminaticjn of 'legal opinions on the collection of 
' tuition by Syracuse University, the role^the school can and cannot play, policy 

and procedure on the dt-sposition of the funds, the costs which accrue to the 
school district as a part of the on-going operation, and possi'^e expenditures 
in other budgets, such as ^additional film utilization for the psychology course. 
Discussions; printed materials, slide presentations, and correspondence in 
• Initial contacts-'all state as clearly as possible the fin.ancia'1 conditions.. If ^ 
an appear^aoee at a School board meeting is necessary to fully explain budgets, 
staff from the project are available either at tlje request of administrators 
{ or volunteer the-ir services.* The reassurance, that courses are not "moriey-niakers" 

• « » * 
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for the university is one that is often giv^n. 'For those that have misgivings, ' 
a listing of categories of exRens§s in.:ithe operation, sucTi as travel for' 
university 'fadu'lty to the high schooh training seminars, or evaluation, 'is 
helpful in explaining where the money goes. Insetting forth the advantages of 
'ado[>tioni the financial conditions are carefully specified. This gives the 
potent ialyadcifiter confidence in evaluating thi* relative financial' advantage. 

The transfer of. earned credit is one relative advantage of participating in 
Proae£t Advance. A Syracuse University transcript is.,an a {viovi . Jvantage in 
having previous work acc^p^ted toward 'credit or advance standing. The size and 
-status of the institution as well^as the face validity of a transcript over a 
test score, wp^rk in the studentfs favor. Additionally, the recent history of 
student transfers indicates, wide acceptance in community colleges and other ^ 
prestigious- institutions such as Notre Dame and Dartmouth. To those familar , 
with transfer' problems, such acceptance is unqualified success- What is the 
,jcost in goodwill, however, of not carefully highlighting those exceptions, no 
matter how bizarre? The cost seems to, be one af enrollment problems 'in future 
sections of the courses' in the schpol involved. Problems travel the informal 
'student grapevine rathfer lhan administrative channels. 

By the end of the first yeatr,'the administration is a vested interest in the 
project and is more of a .proponent of the innovation than an adopter. Typically 
they have Tittle follow-up i.nformatio'n on s.tudents. The students having difficulty 
in tfansferina credit are ip the unresponsive setting of their freshman , year , 
unsure where to turn or who is r-esponsible, but articulate, and perhaps angry, 
whin talking to brothers or sisters still in high school. Students in Project 
^Advan^'e "courses. ar^.usual.ly socio-economic cohorts, so the news or problems travels 
fast,.' Sooner of later t|is kind of transfer problem surfaces'. When it does. 



the project staff gives the student's problem full attention: .the record is 
checked to make sure a transcript was requested (the most frequent problem), 
the cplTege ife con^^xted. course descriptions are sent and, on request, course 
materials and evaluation information. The administration and staff at the high 
schools are not upset when such problems emerge si nee .the project's staff has 
been careful to emphasize their desire to follow up when such difficulties are 
encountered. Usually the teacher or guidance counselor phones for the student 
or students involved. \ 

The stimulus for the dissemination of the procedure to follow when transfer 
problems are encountered came through administrators and teachers from parents. 
This^questioning occurs before money is collected but after Project Advanc^e has 
been accepted for the following year. The exceptions to transfer credit being 
accepted, primarily the Ivy League institutions who recognize little credit 

other than intra-tnsti'tutional (and sometimes not even that since Harvard often 

/ 

refuses to recognize its own summer school cred.it), mus't be highlighted. The* 

assurance that credit is widely accepted becomes a credibility problem when a 

few students report the exceptions. In short; with poor handling a relative 

advantage of Project Advance credit can become a perceived disadvantage.. In 

initial contacts with schools, surveys of transfer credit policies are handed 

out and, at parent and student meetings, the procedure for transfer and the 

exceptions are noted and discussed. Thus,, an open agenda provides for a 

* / .■ 

balanced evaluation of r^elative advantage and either pre-empts problems or 
provides /the mechanism witl. which to deal with them. 

Relative advantage is perhaps the most important factor in the adoption 
of an innovation. While there are other adv/antages of potential consideration 
and study, the most interesting is the variance among the different publics / 



inVMvr-l ii. Prn^Pct'A.c^v.^nc8. The relative a-ivantaiies^ of partfcipation are 
diffe»vnt tor -idiiini'il.Mtor^, parents, students, and the university. This 
showed up eorly in the interviews dono t)y an inxJei.endcnt evaluator on^ the 
objectives of the staff atid administrators in the project. It^vas repeated in 
[he results of a ranking of objectives in the Spring of the same year* (Chapman , 
1974). That parents are interested in reducing^coTlege costs 'while teachers 
are interested in of^^-erina a well -designed course to agressive students is not " 
a drawback. In fact, it would appear that a successful innovation may offer 
something to almost everyone, though the ■'something- may not be the same. This 
is usually a desirable state of affairs, as any salesman wil.l testify. As 
^edficators, however, \ve fr<>quently limit our <ittention t-o a single group without 
pointing out the advan t^s' to those tanaentially involved: Jhis step- is critical 
when the tangent audienCfj is in a gatekeeping capacity (Havelock, 1973). ^ ^ 

Compatabimy. It ajppears that the "innovation' which is 'most likely to be . 
adopted that^^vhich -1^' closest to what' is already being done. Project' Advance ^ 
is more Tikely to be'^ljpted 'in a school that already has an articulation program. 
This adoption seems redundant, -and may'be in some cases, but the rationale for 
'such programs has already been accepted. More interesting are the course 
offerings within participating schools. 

. In both instanced the values_of existing programs are transfered to Project' 
Advance. This is not to say there are not instances of radical change, but siich 
departures are usually associated with some extent need and involve a simple 
' "un.freeze-move-refreeze" or homeostatic "change (Cuba, 1968), and appears to be 
'difficult ;to generalize. The causes Jiiaj' be more situation specific than 

evolutionary change. ' /r 

Evolutionary change implies ^adual , continuous, and incremental' modifi- 
cations to an existing structure. This description fits better than homeostatic 
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or HMOinobi list iL (planned; change. Howeve* , the recent pc^licy statement by the 
Co.jrd ut Feqents stroi^M i v ' supptu-ts jrtuuLitiiMi pn^urai is and may le^^d to some 
plaruied ch.uMje. 

[he HKiKatiuns of ev(»luti(>naj y change are tound ui the selection of courses 
by aduM^^^^^^ s<.hools. Ot the tive courses offered tha'otiqlt Project Advance, 
(Fnq'lish; Psycnology; Religion; Music: Brass Methods; Drugs in Perspective) 
English is by far the most widely adopted. Heedless to say, English is the 
closest to existing vurricular offerings and appears to. invoNe less risk. The 
two. courses most at variance with existing offerings are Religion and Drugs. 
And, in fc).t, these two courses nave been offered at only one school each even 
though as nuch or f^ore data on course effectiveness is available and both offer 
more options than English or Psychology. ' In short, it is not the course its.elf, 
b»it is similarity or compatibility wi.th existing subjects in the curriculum. 

The observation may be made that an innovation is unlikely to gain wide 
acceptance if it is a radical, departure unless a crisis situation exists. The 
M'OT^e d'lssiunlar th*e new idea, the longer, it inay take to be widely disseminated. 
Conversely > the closer the idea is to existing values, the easier the dissemin- 
a tfon,. process < other factors being egual. 

If the change is incremental, the initial contactndea, assuming variety in^ 
the innovation, should be that most compatible with existing practices. The 
innovator wij:h a radically di^fferent idea and mixed or unperceived rel^atiye 
advantage must take a sober -and philosophical m^ein in time projections for 
dissemination and adoption. ' ^ ' - * « , 

' Complexity. Rogers (1971) generalizes that the perceived "-...complexity 
of an innovation.., >s negatively related to its rate of adoption." There are 
those among us, of course, 'who are titilated by the complexity of an idea o^^' 
object. Be that as it may, the majority of potential adopters prefer simpler • 



changes when a choice is available. 

Project Advance is perceived as relatively simple by most adopters. As a 
factor for adoption, the idea has a positive appeal. In the implementation of 
programs, t.here is typically^ trial period after initial adoption. The project 
appears to be in the most danger at this point from creeping bureaucratic 
complexity. Demands and requests for descriptive and evaluative information . • 
• swell the number of forms .sent to teachers. Additional records and data create 
a perceived complexity wHere none need exist. -Incumbent as it is on any organ- 
ization to justify itself, simple -survival dictates a close watch on increased 
complexity as an act of virtual canabal ization. • 

Trialability . Another term, divisibility, .previously used by Rogers (1962)_, 
6 aids in describing this factor^ The ability to try a small part, or "trial 
plot", of -an innovation reduces the perceived risk factor. Differentiated 
staffing is a star crbss'ed innovation because it is perceived as difficult to 
try on a 1 imited' basi^. 

Project Advance is fortunats in that -two trial periods exist,- the summer 
sessions for teachers and the gradual addition of courses and. sections. The 
' summer sessions gi//e a district's teachers- an opportunity to delve into the 
program in detail without committing the district to the offering of courses. 
The ability to offer one section of one course enables the district to try the 
' idea with little risk. This has the added practixal advantage of familiarizing, 
the district with the program and working out any problems while they are small. 
Districts that plunge in with large offerings take the chance of having any 
errors magnified. 

» 

Innovations which do not lend themselves to divisibflity for trials are at 
a disadvantage. Divisibility, such as the free sample given by a candy company, 
carries little risk for the potential adopter and encourages trial. 



Obser yabili-t y>' Jo optiniize this factor an innovation 'shou]d be demonstrate 
ibie, quantifiable, and brief. Hunting ^r\6 waVfare offer some of the best exanipl 
of optimization, e.g., a new method of spearing fish; poison gas in World War I. 

Educational, innovations rarely posess these characteristics. 

\ ' . . 

Two approaches suggest promise! in Project Advance: 1) related observable 

phenomena, such as university textbooks or ID cards, and 2) previous evaluation 

results, luch as test results, or hours earned. These indirect characteristics 

are bettor than no asosciated or directl-y observable phenomena. The time span 

involved in obtaining quantifiable results works against observabi^lity and, 

because of the lag, .the results are diluted in^ impact. The associated phenomena, 

such as university staff in the high school, increases awareness but may more 

appropriately be classified as a' relative political or. status advantage. More 

directly tangible phenomena simply are, not extant. 

Education generally suffers from slow dissemination^ of ideas because of 
their lack of "observabil i ty-ness" . A few relatively recent innovations, such 
as drivers training or audiovisual equipment, are observable and thus easier' 
to disseminate. Changes such as "the* inquiry approach" or^ behavior modification" 
are not easy to observe, difficult to demonstrate on dall, and abstract in 
resultsC " . - - 

The procedure which seems to work best is "observability" in a vicarious ' 
manner: films,- television, newspapers, or other mass communications, including 
mailings and professional journals. New math and BSCS are recent examnl^js of 
abstract or diff icult-tq-observe concepts that were spread widely and rapidly 
'through extensive publicity-. 

Project Advance has been fortunate in obtaining coverage in several publi- 
cations and other media. The number^of inquiries from'areas where television 
news or interview shows ha)|e been aired are clear indications of the 
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"observability" of the program. Conversely, schools reatively close to 
districts offering I'uojeGt Advance courses arc of ten 'unaware of the program. 
Observability-, for most educational innovations^ -is more apparent than real. - 
Nevertheless, in the dissemination of abstract ideasjt may be a determining 
factor in the j'ate of adoption. • . ' • 

Charact eristics of . Adopters 

' If the characteristics of the jnnovation are held constant, there remains 
the differentiation between the adoptor as opposed to the non-a.dopters. 
Most studies of adopters versus non-adopters have reported on individual 
characteristics. Since the school system, rather .than an fil^i vidua! , adopts 
Project Advance, it may be more descriptive to determine school system charac-- 

teristicss ^ ~ 

The program "is in its second year 6f operation and suff.icent data is not 
available to make any generalizations about those districts that, adofg as 
opposed to those that do not. Any description of the districts should consider 
the following varibles. 

1. Goals- formal statement as indicator * ^ ' ^ 

2. Faculty Characteristics a) discipline orientation vs. teaching 

, ■ * b) degree' 

.3.' Workshops- Inservice- (Workshop days per year; Formal inservice support) 
4.. Size of faculty (Total by discipline) (10-11-12) 

5. Size of student body ■ ' ' ^ 

6. Existing articulation programs 

7. Percent of College bound students 
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8. Income pf community / 

9/ Unions and profess ion/cil organizations ' . ^ 

lO, Parent associations ^ . ; ^ ' 

' 11. Administrative' organization -{curriculum co-ordina tor; other staff 
positions) . • • 

12. 'District size- geographical- population (Weighted- use pop. density/) 
13.. Number of course offerings by semester (Titles) (by desciption) 
14. Turnover of faculty- administrators- How new top administrators? / 
15; Educational level of CSA- income • . ' ^ > 

16. BOCES^ Number of co-op pirbgrams- % of students involved- geographical^ 
distance - ' * ' 

*• .'••• If there are differences between adopters and non-adopters,* or between 
early andj'^ate adopters.' the efforts spent on dissemination of an iijnovation 
may be directed at' the most likely adopters. Considerable evidence has accutmi- 
-ulated" (Carlson, 1964; Havelock, 1973/Miles, 1964; Rogers and. Shoemaker, 1971) 
-on commonalities in adopter groups cind the ways, which innovations are dissem- 
inated. It will be a logical replica'tion to describe the disseijltnation of 
• ". . ■> 

Project Advance .in the next few years. * / 
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' - ■ TWO ISSUES IN THE ^VALUATION OF STUDENT ARTICULATfON PROGRAMS " 

David Chapman - " 

• • * 

Some basic questions about the benefits of articulation programs have yet 

to be answered. The advantages to students and parents 'in terms^ of tine and 

money seem app^irent and appealing/ The benefits to the high. schools in off- ^ 

• 

setting Senior boredom and extending the curriculum have been,v/idely acclaimed. 
(Carnegie Commission, 1973). However, little empirical examination has been 
given^ what persons enrolled in Sucti programs w^nt'most from them. Secondly, 
little attention has been given tq what colleges accepting credit, fi^orii these 
programs gain from doing s6r< ' " , ' * 

One' response to the first issue was a study to identify what students 

% * 
enrolled in Project Advance, and parents of those students*, consider to be the 

most important outcomes of that project from a numl)er of possible outcomes that 

had been identified. The study was one part of the project evaluation, developed 

from a point of view within evaluation literature often -termed '^responsive 

evaluation" (Stake, 1967, 1970). A number of writers advocate evaluatioq, 

• * "J 

Resigns. that, while attending to specific objectives of a program, also identify 

.the judgements of relevant audiences in terms of their own priorities (Walberg, 

1970; Stake, 1967, 1970, 19-73; Hijl, 1973; Hubbard, 1973). In that sense, the 

* • • . ' 

evaluation is "responsive". ^' 

In the Project Advance study, students and parents were asked to rate . 

each of 33 statements as important , may pr may not be important , or unimportant .* 



* Tne statist:ics of the study have not^been included in, this. discirssi.on.' How 
ever, a more detailed description of the study and analysis- of data will 'be 
* available in several weeks from Pr'oject Adv^ance. 



Each statement represented a possible outcome of Project Advance, for example 

"IT a student does well in Project Advance courses^ he/she will do f^ell as an' 

iindergraduate.," The 33 items were selected from a larger item pool which was • 

developed after a review of the general literature per/taining to high school- 

• - 

college articulation programs and the evaluation documents of Project Advance, 

Results of the evaluation suggest that the equivalence of the courses offered 

on and off campus is the most important goal of the program to students and 

parents alike. Both groups rated the 'comparability of work load, equivalence 

.of grading, standards, and ^qual credit for equal work as priorities* A tight-, 

.second were those statements relating to continued assistance from the University. 

in setting up, operating, and evaluating Project Advance courses in the high 

school. Again there was a high level of agreement between, students and parents. 

At the lower end of the ratings were statements dealing with favorable . 

publicity that 'might be received by Syracuse University, Project Advance or ^ 

participating school districts., While both students and parents rated these 

outcomes as least important, there ^was more disagreement between the two groups 

as to the cle^ree of the.ir unimportance. Parents were more concerned than students 

•that the Project and the loc.al schooVs receive favorable publicity. 

i • . 

Interestingly., neither parents^ nor students thought that parents' views 

should be an important consideration in establishing the goals of Project Advance, 

although the two groups differed fn the strength of their pjisitions. Thirty' 

perpent of the parents rated that as an important goal while only 17 percent of ' 

the 'students did so. '* / - ^ 

The .findings from this study ch'allenge some of the literature' and much of, . 

the speculation surrounding Student and parent goals for a high schoof-college 

articulation program. Statements dealing with a student's change in attitude 
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toward college or about his own- abi-l-i-ty-to. ^o-we-U ti^^ were not highly ^ 
rated. Those, goals dealing with the Project Advance experience as. a predictor 
of c.ollVge success, adjustment, or fnterest fell into the middle range, of t-he 
rankings. Items relating to .the: low cost of credit also fell toward 'the .middle. 

* These findings run counter to preyalent'specQlation.. They focus the need 
to empirically exajj^ine .the priorities^ of persons fpr whom articulation programs , 
are developed to serve. In this w?.y, these programs can better respond to 
the needs and goals of ^the learner.- ' ' " , 

(An Aside: The issue" of equivalendy needs an additional comment. A 
centf-aV cla"im of all. articulation programs is equivalency: The course received 
by "high school- students "is expected'to be comparably in all important respects 
to the course received by the college students. 'Howdver, the pt^3ss for evidence* 
of this equivalence ma;^ vary across -the four desigtis. When a course continues 
to be taught by a college faculty member and only the location and"/or audience 
varies, questions of comparability are often minimal.' However, when, the teaching 
responsibilities are extended to other persons, particularly when those persons 
did'not participate in course design, the press for evidence of equivalence • 
develops very quickly." The importance attached to the equivalence Jbgtween on- 
and off^campus courses by'both students and parents may be particular to PrjBject 
Advance due to the important- role of high. school teacr.^'s in tjiat design.) 

A second basic' issue in" the evaluation, of articulation programs relates-.to 
the benefits accruing to the colleges that students from these programs, attend. 
What benefit is received by the increasing. number of colleges being as^ked to 
accept the credit students bring from such programs? A study Completed in 1972 
for the New York'S.t^teJducation Departm'efit -indicated that lower-division 
courses cost only about two thirds as much as lipper division^ courses at the 
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undergraduate level (Dresser and Chapnian/l972, p. 65). Stiidents '6ntfering . 
c6llege with advanced standing are^apt to. bypass' cqurses that^operate oT a 
lower cost per credit hour and; move dprectly^to more expensive advanced courses 
ColJeges may stand to Tose^mpney. There ns no evidence to indicate that this 
^possiblq ;ios5 of economy is offset by attracting otherwise nonncpollege *bound 

, ^ * ■ * .0 o " 

• students to college- . In fact, students and parents involved with Progect Advance 
did not"" evert' see tfie stimulation qf interest in college 6Sl3 parljculaMy impor- ; 
tant out^come qf that program. The identification the beriefits accruing to • ^ 
the colleges accepting credit needs further i<1vestiqation. - ^ o. ' * 

In summary, it has been argued that the prjViti&s.^of tb^groups'^mosj directly 
served b^ an articulatioa.program need further consideration^ Prevalent o- - ^ ^ 
speculation on the outcomes most valued *byl students and p^arents 'has not, bfeen ^ o-^ 
confinrjed in the Project Adva/ice .experience* Some' new speculdtiofi has developed. 
Secondly this section raised ^questions aboqt thetgain or loss, to the colleges, o 



accepting credit students by^ing fromi.these programs. 
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..THE EVALUATION OF PROJECT ADVANCE: 
THEORY AND PRACTICE 

Anne. Hubbard * / . ^ 

• This section will report on some of the'evaluat.ion activities carried 
out during the initial year of the project and the relationship of these activities 
to some of th§.x:urrent Viterature on evaluation* The evaluation of Project 
Advance was pndbably not very different from other evaluations of innovative 
educational prcJgrams, bufdld possess some unique concerns growi-ng out of the 
design of the project and of the evaluation. 

Michael Scriven (1967) gave prominence to the two roles of evaluation-- 

formative and summative. Since Scriven's article first appecired, mar^y evaluation 

•studies have had a formative and summative piece • The'^xperience with this 

project however, has led us to question the viability of these roles. Project, 

Advance had an in^house formative evaluator and two summative evaluators— an 

•outside corrstrHant andean in-house evaluator. Both evaluators collected data 

which c^uld be used either. for formative or surmiative considerations.- Because 

the eval>i4*tors^ areas of •expertise complemented rather than overlapped one 

another, th.e two inrhouse evaluators re.lied on each other for technical assistance, 

thereby reducing even further the line between formative and summative eva'luation. 

oThis experienced may be unique to tills project, but most likely i£ npt.^ The 

sharp distinction dravjm^in the lit^rat^^ and summativ^e 

evaluat!ton may not alway'S--be'l[rnearly defined in pracfi'ce. 

fhs evaluation of Project Advance's first year ^as an effort to combine 
* * * * 

some theoretical framework w.itl> the practical restraints of reality. The over- 

riding theoretical framework within which this evaluation was couched is Robert 

Stake's notion (1967, 1970) of responsive evaluation and the effort to build a 
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description* of the project by means of the evaiudtion design. 

An. evaluation is responsive if it "orients more directly ta prpg^^am 
act^iylties'^th'an to/ program intent", if it responds 1^ audience requirements for 
informatibii, and. if the different. yalije-perspectives are referred; to ili repdrt-: 
ing the/success. of the program." (^15 take, 1973) ' ^ 

The^ use of fnuUVplg measures -ns yery important , in responsive evaluation in 

building a ccnpreh^nsive portrait rfT a program. - Results from v.ari'ous type^s .of 

measures lends more validity to. the evaluatiqhytHan/ do results from on^>.-:. 

measure. Multiple measures. &1 so help satisfy the requirements of ekidiences wi^h 

different backgrounds and interests for understandable information about tW- ^ 

s ' i ''' ' 

project. The Project Advance staf f ' M?ed interviews, questionnaires, rating 

scales, and discussion groups to build as complete a des ptiorj as, possible of 

this project's first year of operation. 

' '5* 

*One *of the main concerns was the primary audiences' need for inforrfiation 

* « » 

to assist them in running the program smoothly. The^deSigns of both tte f orm- 
ative and' sumniafive evaluation were drawn up through a' process that included * 
^discussion of information needsof teachers, admin-istrators (principals, 
superintendents and guidance counselors), faculty, project staff, and officials 
from^the State Department of Education. While statistical procedures were 
carried out where necessary, it was felt'that tliis was not the most useful 
information for project personnel on a day-to-day basis. Therefore quantitative 
summaries were played down *in favor of qualitative information gathered from 
the groups concerned. 

because the courses implemented in the hi^h schools had been developed by 
an agency ^othertihan ':jie project' staff , the more normal concerns of the forma- 
tive part of the evaluation"" were changed. The courses and materials had been 
operating on the University, campus. and had undergone some eva-luation there. 
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the evaluation of the courses for the, project therefore had three foci. The 
comparabil-ity of outcomes on campus and in the high schools was- a crucial concern 
for" granting university credit to these courses in thfe high school setting. 
Continual evaluation of the, course materials was <^rried out as was done on 
campus. The third concern— evaluating the implemen^tation of university courses 
in a high school setting— provided s-ome of the most interesting and unexpected 
information. Situations which never occurred on/a college campus became very 
crucial to thg successful implementation of the courses in the high schools. 
" ' Other measures were used in collecting information concerning the ^process 
of the courses in the high schools. Students were asked to give their major 
l.tkes and dislikes of the course and the reasons for these cHoice^s. Comments 
were also collected on each unit in psychology by means of evaluation forms on 
the unit test. Constant contact by project staff with the university faculty, 
the teachers, and- school administrators kept the staff up-to-date on prograin 
activities and alerted them to potential problems before they became very large. 
An often discu«;sed, but possibly less used practice that proved to be one of 
the most valuable sources of information were the one-day teacher seminars 
held for each course each semester. Academic, logistical, administrative, 
and otlher course relate(^' concerns were aired at this time and solutions dis- 
cussecf with project staff. Student concerns were often relayed to project 
staff by the teachers. These seminars also provided the teachers with a chance 
to meet together to discuss the course -in each schoo.l and to share -i.deas and 
solutions \o common problems. The sessions were taped and provided' extremely - 
valuable information to the project staff in setting up the -project for the 
next year as well as in completing the program's first year. 

Another major component of the evaluation which follows from Stake's 
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framework is the collection of the judgments bf worth of the program from the 
various audiences concerned . - / 

•The evaluation of Project Advance served to focus the attention of the 
staff to issues in evaluation theory as K)perational ized in this innovative 
program. «The particular administrative structure of this program and/the 
requirements for in-f'onnation helped to blur the formal distinction/l)etween the 
formative and summative efforts ^ The framework of responsive eva'fuation proved 
the iTiost- useful in directing the thoughts of the project staff in designing the 
eValuation plan. The -lack of previous programs of this type to offer information. 

for implementing this project and the natural inclinatipn of the evaluation 

/ 

staff gave direction to the type of evaluatipn to be /tarried out. Close 
cooperation and communciation among the various groups involved was facilitated 
by the design of the evaluation. / 
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REPORT OF GRADES: DISTRIBUTION, ASSIGNMENT, AND VARIANCE 

Richard 11 Holloway - * 

INTRODUCTION • . 

The purpose of this fir§,t evaluation report' is to describe student 
achievement in the first semesters operation of Project Advance. The 
data has been collected from .four major areas. 

1. Variance within sphools. ' ^ 

2. Variance within courses- » " 

ft * » . . • 

3. Student Achievement at the beginning of the program as compared 
to* program goals*. 

4. Student Achievement as a.ba-se fine for comparison with' other 
similar programs and for future comparisons. 

Several qualifications and limitations should be noted: It is not 
the intent of this- report to make statehients of attribution. Some 
speculations may be made from the data, but attributional claims ^re 
pfemature at this point. Project Advance claims equivalence for its 
courses and ones offered on-campus atlSyracuse University. This report, 
neither refutes nor supports that claim. This report is an overview of 
the students' achievement in Project Advance in the first semester. of 
the 1973-74 academic year. 

A paper describing the rationale, organization and operation of 
Project Advance will be forthcoming. 
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DISCUSSION OF DESCRIPTIVE DATA : 

The tables and figures that follow are a» report of the first semester's 
activities at Project Advance participating high -schools. -Please note that 
schools are represented by letters. It is essential that schools* anonymity 
be preserved. Each table and figure should be considered separately^, since 
letters representing* schools in one figure d.o hot necessarily correspond to 
those in another. * 

Section Sizes : 

— ^ . ^ 

-The data ^contained in Table I* represent the number of enrollments in 

each of the participatfng nine high schools. The datc^. is^ broken down 

according to course, and totals are given for each course as well as each 

high school . Below the table is* the total school enrollment for each of 

tjie high schools. Although little correlation was found between size of 

high school and number of students enrolled in .the project, it is 

instructive to compare the section size with the school enrollment -to 

obtain a perspective oh the .relative size of the project. Schools in this 

and subsequent graphs and tables are anonymously listed as A, B, C etc. 

The number of students (N = 396) is less than the number of enrollments 

(N = 462). This is due to the fact that 66 students were cross-enrolled 

in more than one course.. 



Insert Table 1 about hepe 



Grade Point Averages : " ^ . 

" 6PA (Grade Point Averages) for each course, school, and course/within 

school is contained in Table II. The grand mean (X") for all schools was 

2.9080, based on the standard University system of A = 4.0, B = 3.0, C = 2.0: 

Please note that grades lower than "C" were not reqorded by the University, 

since the minimum transferable grade is "C". The only exception is 

Communications, since these grades were compiled by the University rather 

than the participating high schools. Where there are blanks under schools 

.1 
or courses, this is /because the course was not offered at th^t school. 

Insert Table 2 about here ♦ 



The distribution of the contributing means to the grand mean by high 
school is presented in Figure one. Distribution by course are presented in 
figures two, three, and four. The dispersion, represented by the standard 
deviation, -is computed from course means in the cases of English and ^ 
Psychology!' This weights each of^ those schools equally in the computation 
of thQ grand mean, (figure 2 and 3) Since only two schools ofi^ered 
communications, th/ standard deviation was computed from individual student 
scores (figure. 4). S.tandard- deviations are represented by the broken lines, 
+ 1 standard- deviation from the mean. 



Insert Figures 1, 2, 3", 4 about here 

/ 

Assignment of Grades : 

Figures five and six indicate the grade assignment by percentage of 
each of the schools in English and Psychology. The percentages are based 
on the total number of Tetter grades given for the areas of Fiction and 
Poetry for the English course. In Psychology, the grades are the final 
reports'. Please note that because of the .design of the English "c^rse, 
the "first semester" denotation is an artificial distinction and nepresents 
student achievement at the point of ,about February 1st, 1974., Some student.s 
may have attained letter grades in Fiction and Poetry subsequent to that 
date. Psychology reports were finalized as of February 1st. The semester 
distinction was an operational one for this course. 



Insert Figures 5 and 6 about here 



One note of interest: Theoretically, students may earn credit in Psychology 
after the semester is over, provided they finiih before graduation. However 
there were no cases reported' where students wished to take this course of 
action. Therefore, the Psychology reports are complete records of student 
achievement as of February 1st. Those students that did not finish the 
course indicated their intention to drop before the 'end of the course. 
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Assignment of Grades—English : 

Figure 7 indicates the percentage of s^tudents who received .passing 
grades for the first semester in Project Advance English.- A slight -negative 
correlation (r = s55) was found between size of section and percent passing. 
This is not sufficient to warrant any predictive ability. Please note 
that once again, schools are represented by letter codes. The number 
passing is above the broken line bar. The percent passing is indicated 
inside the broken bar. . " 



"* Insert Figure 7 about here 



FINAL REMARKS : 

The pilot year of Project Advapce is 'completed. It was successful in 
a number of areas, not the least of which was the intense involvement, 
cooperation, and enthusiasm, on. the part of students, faculty, administrators, 
staff, and parents involved in the project. We have learned a number of 
important, things 'frpm our pilot year, and as we grow into a large operation, 
will "apply the suggestions from our participants/ The 1974-75 year wilT 
invol'Ve'some 45 schools from all over New York State including the Syracuse, 
Buffalo', Albany, and New -York City/Long Island areas. The project will 
not suffer from this growth: we will maintain our posture as a service 
to the secondary/post-secondary coiraiunity. 
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Syracuse UniveV^sity Project Advance 

'Mv s^^^tton on the bachjvound and Jj^i'^i [^cav'o opcmi'jn vas uHticn btuthc 
Sifvaousc Univpvoitif IJews Biircau in eonjiowtion with :h\ Robert M. Diamond^ 
Asjistmt Vice Chancellor for -Ink tr actional Devclovmenb. 

Project Advance is an effort by Syracuse University to bridge the gap be- , 
tween high" school and college. The Carnegie Conmission on Higher Education^ in • 
its August 1973 report cited the needs and problems in this bridge building, prQr 
cess. • The report called for an end to the needless dupl ication 'between hi^gh 
school and college programs and for the awarding of college credit for college 
work completed in a student^s high school senior year. 

The^^Senioritis" Problem 

The Carnegie report pinpointed a problem which high school principals and 
teachers have long been aware. Many students complete all basic requirements* 
•for college admission in their junior year. Consequently too many students mere- 
ly mark time in. their senior year, especially after they've been accepted in 
college, and are victims of what is* loosely described as "senioritis" or an 'ex- 
tended "goof-off" period. 

A number of methods have been tried to beat the problem ^of seniori.tis wftH 
varying degrees of success. One alternative is for students to study and, take ' 
advanced placement tests, thus being able to omit some ijreshman courses while . 
, in college. However, the tests do not. always, itieasure -adequately wtiat a/student 
knows or would have the opportunity of learning if he y/ere to take the pourses.* 
' Another approach has been for college faculty to confute to high school cam- 
puses and teach courses. Immediate problems are the limitedl number of faculty 
for* such programs, travel limitations and costs to the sponsoring college. 

A third alternative has been for some students to travejl .to cofl^ge campuses 
for course work. Here, too, the problems arise of costs, scheduling and geograj 
phy (not all high schools are conveniently located near coTTeges with such pro- 
%rms). • ^ ' 

The fourth alternative of students skipping their iiigh school senior year 
has an inherent social and psychological problem. .While .some students maybe' 
ready academically for such a move, they may not be willing and ready for social 



or psycholoqiral reasons. 

Project Advartee Beginnings 

Syracuse University initiated the Center for Instructional Development 
(CID) in the summer of 1971. Itslorig'inal intent was the improvement of the 
academic programs on campus with preliminary emphasis being placed on many of 
the large group lower division courses* By the fall of 1972, CID harf worked 
closefly with the SU faculty and had redesigned and field tested a number- of ex- 
isting courses and^ had implemented several new ones* 

Several 'Syracuse area School district superintendents had contacted the 
University^ s Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, John James Prucha, and asked 
for help in solving the problem of "seniori tis* " Prucha asked Robert II Diamond, 
Assis|:ant Vice Chancellor for Instructional Development and Director of CID, fop 
program suggestions. 

Diamond and the CID staff studied the problem and reported back*the propo- 
sal that became Project Advance. Diamond's .ideas were different in two major 
aspects from any of the methods already attempted in allowing high school seniors 
td earn college credits. 

Firsts college credit courses in a high school would be taught by the 
schooTs own faculty members. The teachers selected would have strong back- 
grounds in course subject matter. »The teachers would be trained by SU faculty 
in evaluation techniques and methodology. All courses offered v/ould have been 
field tested and would be identical in'content, approach, and evaluation to those 
offered students at SU. SU faculty would go to the high school teachers in their 
schools periodically and work with the teachers. Two grades would ba issued for 
each course-- one for high school credit and gne for SU credit. It wou^ld also 
be possible for a student taking a course to earn high school credit and not 
college credit. 

Second,^ the SU credit hotirs earned by a high school senior would be accept- 
ed at any^ institution that accepted SU transfer credits. ^Thus a student could 
earn college credits in. advance and not be tied down to any one institution. 

Pilot Project Advance 

Diamond's/proposals for* Project Advance were accepted ^by Prucha and by a 
representative group of deparbnent chairmen,^ deans, and faculty with the under- 



standing that the project would have to be self-supporting. Diamond and CID^ 

staffers met with area superintendents and principals. Five courses that had 

been restructured and field tested by CID and SU faculty were proposed^ to be 

offered in the pilot school year of 1973-74. Funding for the summer teacher 

training program and the^valuation of the overall project was obtained from the 

i New York State Department of Education. 

Princ'ipals and superintendents were enthusiastic about the project. Rodney 

Welts, superintendent of Jamesville-DeWitt School Dijtrict: 

"I am tremendously elated with Project Advance in our school 
system. There are many criteria by which to judge this. 
First, is the positive word of mouth which has led to an in- 
creased enrollment. This past year 94 students were enrolled 
in psychology and English courses. Next year 121 will be 
enrolled in the program. Often, a student's senior year 
,may not offer /the meaningful experiences that he or she has 
experienced in the past years. Kowevef, with Project Ad- ^ 
vance, an entirely in-depth experience has been made avail- 
able. I hope the program will eventually be expanded to in- 
clude an entire freshman year of courses." 

Richard McGee, principal of Jamesville-DeWitt High School: 

"The response to the Project Advance has been excellent* The , 
program has been successful with students "and parents. Of 
the 44 students enrolled in psychology last year, 39 com- 
pleted the course. In the English course, 56 of 58 finished 
^ successfully* We have a vast range of, senior electives here, 
but the fact that students can obtain college credit, I feel, 
has made the' program successful*" ' 

Fritz Hess, superintendent of East Syracuse-Mi noa School District: 

^ "The attitudes towards Project Advance have been great! The 
" courses have given the seniors a new perspective on their ^ ^ 
school work. They're actuary working for something/ Usu- 
ally seniors slow up, but the program acts as an incentive 
for studen'ts and the same time upgrades our school pro- 
gram. The enrollments for the English and psychology cour- 
ses have increased over 50 per cent for the coming year." 

The high school students participating did not have to travel but remain in 

their schools. No additional faculty have to be . hired to teach the courses. 

The courses are taught by teachers as part of their regular teaching load* The 

courses offered had already been field tested, and their students were able to 

try college courses while stiil in high school.- 

The fee and cost structure was nominal compared to on-campus tuition. Stu- 

. G-3 \^ 



dents earning college credit would pay the overhead costs for SU's support facul- 
ty consultation, regulation and evaluation. A student would pay $50 for a thre%- 
credit course, fat less than he would have to pay if he were a freshman on the 
SU campus. In addition, a school district could select any number of the five ° 
courses to offer in its district. 

Five school districts from the Syracuse area decided to try Project. Advance 
for the pilot year. They were East Syracuse-Minoa, Fayettevil le-Manlius, James- 
ville-DeWitt; Liverpool and Syracuse City schools. A sixth district, Lewiston- 
Porter from the Buffalo area, also expressed interest after learning of the pro- 
ject from a former student then at SU. The Lewiston-Porter< district gave added 
dimension and an opportunity to test the project outside of the Syracuse area. 

Course descriptions were written and preliminary paper work completed. Ad- 
vance registration was held in the participating high schools. 

More than 60 high school teachers, selected by the participating districts 
and approved, by the SU faculty, assembled on the SU campvs for Project Advance 
training in the summer of 1973. They worked with SU faculty responsible for the 
same courses offered to, freshmen on the SU campus. Workshops dealt with method- 
ology, evaluation, and tailoring of courses to meet the individualX schedules of 
each high schools. * / 

Project Advance opened in the fall of 1973 in nine high schools, with more 
than 300 students enrolled. Courses offered were "drugs, communications, psy- 
chology and a .two- semester course in freshman English. The courses were designed 
on a unit basis, with evalucition at the conclusion of each unit. Students were 
evaluated in their performance in the courses and were asked their general reac- 
tion to both the project and the specific courses in which they were enrolled. 
The high school teachers met regularly with the consulting University faculty 
and, as a group, twice yearly to discuss w.hat they had done, what worked and 
what didn't, 

t 

First Year Results 

The pilot year proved successful, generating nearly 3,000 SU credit hours 
for high school seniors. 'Communications between high school teachers and SU 
faculty were good, and problems in administration were able to be solved. 

Robert E. Holloway, Coordinator of Project Advance, and now Associate 
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Director of Project Advance in the Center for Instructional Development, 
reported that parents and students were enthusia$tic about' col lege credits from 
d major institution at a modest cost. Students successfully x:ompleting courses 
for college credits were provided official SU transcripts for use at other 
schools. . * 

^Administrators >:eported that participating high school seniors had become 
much more aggressive about their studies and that the project had done much 
to cure cases of senioritis. The participating teachers reported that they 
enjoyed the challenge of teaching college-level courses and working with highly 
motivated students, 

"Most of all," Holloway said, "the project was a public service' to the 
community that really helped in the bridge building process between high school 
and college." 

Continued Growth 

By the conclusion of the pilot; year, plans were in progress for overall 
expansion of the project. CID received inquiries from school districts.'across 
New York' State. More than 40 school districts -in, the staters major urban 
areas- and on Long .Island will be participating in the 1974-75 school year. 
Holloway reports *that Project Advance is now the largest program of its type 
in the nation with more than 1500 high school students preregj stered for 
course work this fall.- 

Over 100 teachers received training this July on the SU campus for the 
Project* s second year. SU faculty and project administrators also conducted 
sessions the first week in June for ah additional 80 teachers from the Long 
Island area at the Nassau County Board of Cooperative Educational Services. , 
The State Education Department is continuing its funding of ^project training 
and evaluation costs. High school teachers are not paid additional money for 
teaching the courses but do receive college credits for their training from 
SU. 

The five courses to be offered next fall are Human Values, Psychology, 
Perspectives on Drugs, Music: Bras& Methods, and a two-semester course in 
freshman English. As in the first year, all courses are identical in content 
to those given on the SU campus. 
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